
 



 

102B 

102A 

102A Comment noted. 

102B See response to written comment 17H – Audobon 
Alaska letter (12/04/01) regarding visual impacts and 
written response comments 14D and 14E – Alaska 
Center for the Environment letter (12/05/01) 
regarding impacts to wildlife. Refer to the USFWS 
Compatibility Determination in Appendix A of the 
FEIS. 



 

103A 

102C 102C The Tesoro Route has been identified as the agency 
preferred alternative. Refer to response to comment 
1F – EPA (12/05/01). See also 21A – Wilderness 
Society form letter (12/03/01). 

103A The Tesoro Route has been identified as the agency 
preferred alternative. Refer to response to comment 
1F – EPA (12/05/01). 



 

103B 

103B The Tesoro Route has been identified as the agency 
preferred alternative. Refer to response to comment 
1F – EPA letter (12/05/01). See also the USFWS 
Compatibility Determination in Appendix A of the 
FEIS. 



 

105A 

104A 
104A Comment noted. 

105A Refer to the General Response to Issue 1 (pgs. 1-3 to 
1-4), Issue 13 (pg. 1-8), and Issue 14 (pgs. 1-8 to 1-9) 
in Chapter 1 of the FEIS regarding Project purpose 
and need, economic analysis, and adequacy of 
alternatives analysis. 



 

105A 
cont. 

105C 105C Affects to prescribed burning on the KNWR are 
described on pg. 3-143 of the DEIS. Refer to the 
USFWS Compatibility Determination in Appendix A 
of the FEIS.  

105B 

105B Comment noted.  



 

105C 
cont. 

105D 

105E 

105D See Issue 13 (pg. 1-8) in Chapter 1 and Section 2.2.7 
in Chapter 2 (pgs. 2-21 to 2-32) of the FEIS regarding 
environmental economic analysis. 

105E See the General Response to Issue 14 in Chapter 1 
(pgs. 1-8 to 1-9) of the FEIS regarding adequacy of 
alternatives analysis. 



 

105E 
cont. 

105F 

105G 

105F See response to written comment 15C – Alaska 
Public Interest Research Group letter (11/26/01) 
regarding security. 

105G See response to written comment 15F – Alaska 
Public Interest Research Group letter (11/26/01) 
regarding load growth. See also DEIS Section 3.7.3, 
Rate Impacts from the Project (pg. 3-189). Refer also 
to Issue 1 (pgs. 1-3 to 1-4) in the FEIS regarding 
need. 



 

105G 
cont. 

106A 

106A Comment noted. 



 

107A 

107B 

107A Comment noted. 

107B The DEIS acknowledges that the Enstar Route would 
conflict with KNWR management plans (pg. 3-143). 
See also response to comment 13M – Alaska Center 
for the Environment letter (12/05/01). Refer to the 
USFWS Compatibility Determination in Appendix A 
of the FEIS. 



 

107B 
cont. 

107C 

107C Recreational impacts are discussed in the DEIS (pg. 
3-184). See response to written comments 5B – 
NMFS (12/12/01) and 9B – Alaska DGC letter 
(12/05/01) regarding anadromous fish streams. See 
also response to written comments 14D and 14E – 
Alaska Center for the Environment form letter 
regarding impacts to brown bears and wildlife, and 
the USFWS Compatibility Determination in 
Appendix A of the FEIS. 



 

107C 
cont. 

107D 

107D The DEIS recognizes recommendations for protection 
of brown bears, which include retaining large areas of 
continuous suitable habitat, and acknowledges that 
the Enstar Route could conflict with management 
objectives for brown bears (pgs. 3-68 to 3-69) and 
wilderness plans (pg. 3-143). See also response to 
comment 107C (above). 



 

107D 
cont. 

107E 

107F 

107G 

107E See response to written comments 1N – EPA letter 
(12/05/01) regarding waterfowl.  

107F See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.5 (pgs. 2-17 to 2-18) of 
the FEIS regarding beluga whales. 

107G Refer to the USFWS Compatibility Determination in 
Appendix A of the FEIS. 



 

107G 
cont. 

107H 

108A 

107H See Issue 13 (pg. 1-8) in Chapter 1 and Section 2.2.7 
in Chapter 2 of the FEIS (pgs. 2-21 to 2-32) regarding 
economic analysis. 

108A The high cost of a cable installation along the coast 
from Nikiski to Anchorage would render the Project 
financially infeasible. See comment 108B (below) for 
a more detailed explanation. See also FEIS Section 
2.2.1, Project Benefits and Costs (pgs. 2-1 to 2-4), 
and Section 2.2.3 Underground Construction Costs 
(pgs. 2-11 to 2-14) for further information. 



 

108A 
cont. 



 

108B 

108C 

108D 

108B Maintenance costs for both the Tesoro and Enstar Routes have been 
incorporated into overall cost evaluation. See DEIS Section 1.4.1, 
Construction and Life Cycle Costs (pg. 1-31). See also responses to 
comment 1H – EPA (12/05/01) for more information on Project costs.  

 
Installation of a submarine cable the entire distance from the Bernice 
Lake Substation on the Kenai Peninsula to the Pt. Woronzof substation 
in Anchorage would be very expensive, due to the high cost of 
submarine cable circuits and the long distance involved. In addition to 
installation of the submarine cables, it would be necessary to bring the 
cables onshore at intervals to install reactive compensation facilities. 
Reactive compensation involves the installation of specialized 
equipment in a substation to allow voltage support for the system or to 
increase power flow across a transmission line segment (DEIS pg. 2-
47). Reactive compensation is needed to offset the charging current in 
the submarine cables to allow the desired amount of power to flow 
between the Kenai Peninsula and Anchorage. While no engineering 
studies have been completed for this option, reactive compensation 
would at least be required at Bernice Lake Substation, a new location 
halfway to Pt. Possession, Pt. Possession, and the Pt. Woronzof 
Substation. 

 
The following is a comparison of the proposed project cost and the 
approximate cost for an all-submarine cable alternative using Route 
Options A, D, and N. For this comparison, costs for the various types 
of facilities required were adapted from the 1998 Power Engineers cost 
study (also listed in DEIS Table 1-12, pg. 1-31). The information for 
the proposed project is listed first. 

 
�� miles of submarine cable: 13.9 vs. 65 
�� constructed cost: $99.5 vs. $217 million  
�� present worth of operation and maintenance costs: $4.3 vs. $4 million 
�� present worth of submarine cable replacement costs: $10.7 vs. $50 

million 
�� total life cycle costs: $114.5 vs. $271 million 

 
The high cost of an all-submarine cable alternative would make the Project 
financially infeasible. 

For responses to 108C and 108D please see next page. 



 

108C See the General Response to Issue 14 (pgs. 1-8 to 1-9) in 
Chapter 1 of the FEIS regarding alternatives analysis. 

108D See response to comment 108B (above). 
108E 

109A 

108E Comment noted. 

109A Comment noted. 



 

109C 

109C Comments noted. The DEIS evaluated a number of 
alternatives, including wind energy and the Quartz 
Creek Route. See DEIS Section 2.2, Alternatives 
Studied and Eliminated from Detailed Study (pg. 2-
1). Specifically “Wind Generation” (pg. 2-6) and 
Quartz Creek Transmission Corridor (pg. 2-8). These 
alternatives do not meet the purpose and need for the 
Project. See General Response to Issue 1 (pgs. 1-3 to 
1-4) and Issue 14 (pgs. 1-8  to 1-9) in Chapter 1 of 
the FEIS regarding purpose and need and alternatives 
analysis for the Project). 

109B 

109D 

109B Comments noted. Consultation and coordination 
efforts and public comment on the DEIS are 
described in Section S.6 and S.7 (pg. S-24), and 
Chapter 1, Section 1.2 of the FEIS. 

109D Comment noted. 



 

109E 

109E See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.5 (pgs. 2-17 to 2-18) of 
the FEIS regarding beluga whales. See also responses 
to comment 1H – EPA letter (12/05/01) for more 
information on Project costs. 



 

109E 
cont. 

109F 

109G 

109F The submarine cable circuit installed in the Knik Arm in 1999 cost 
$650 per foot (installed cost). This circuit consists of four individual 
cables (three cables for the electrical circuit and one spare cable). The 
submarine cable circuit installed in 1990 cost $750 per foot. Costs for 
cables installed prior to 1990 are not available. When considering 
submarine cable costs, it should be kept in mind that submarine cable 
costs can vary widely because of the limited demand for submarine 
cables worldwide, as compared to overhead cables. The price paid for 
a submarine cable will depend on what other submarine cable 
Projects are ordering when a price is negotiated. 

 
The overhead line proposed for the Tesoro Route segment north of 
CCSRA would consist of three 1.1-inch-diameter aluminum/steel 
conductors (wires) suspended from guyed steel X frame structures. 
For comparison to the Submarine cable costs, the estimated cost of 
that overhead line circuit is $114 per foot (installed). 

 
Because of the large difference in the cost of a submarine cable circuit 
versus an overhead line circuit, it is always preferable to construct 
overhead lines where feasible rather than a submarine cable circuit. 
However, where an overhead line is not feasible, such as crossing the 
Turnagain Arm, submarine cable is proposed. 

 
There have been 14 cables installed in the Knik Arm between Pt. 
Woronzof and Pt. McKenzie since 1967. Currently, eight of these 
cables are in use. In addition, in 1981 a 230kV cable circuit was 
installed between the Six Mile East and West substations farther north 
up the Knik Arm. This 230kV submarine cable circuit (consisting of 
four individual cables) is currently in use. Therefore, the total number 
of submarine cables currently in use in the Knik Arm is 12. 

109G Submarine conditions and mitigation are described in Section 3.4 (pg. 3-
27) of the DEIS. See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.5 (pgs. 2-17 to 2-18) of the 
FEIS regarding beluga whales. See also General Response to Issue 14 
(pgs. 1-8 to 1-9) in Chapter 1 of the FEIS regarding alternatives analysis. 



 

109G 
cont. 

109H 

109I 

109J 

109H See response to written comment 14C – Alaska 
Center for the Environment regarding cumulative 
impact analysis. The DEIS acknowledges that the 
Enstar Route would conflict with KNWR 
management plans (pg. 3-143). Refer to the USFWS 
Compatibility Determination in Appendix A of the 
FEIS. 

109I See response to written comment 13O – Alaska 
Center for the Environment letter (12/05/01) 
regarding prescribed burning and subsistence. 

109J No new long-term access for the Tesoro Route would 
be required, except for Option B (Link T-11) on Fire 
Island (which would not increase access to KNWR). 
See DEIS Summary (pg. S-6), and Section 2.6.2, 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative (pg. 2-59). See 
also Appendix B, Table B-1, and Section 2.5.3, 
Construction Access, Overhead Facilities (pg. 2-52), 
and the Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the FEIS. 



 

109J 
cont. 

109K 

109K See response to written comment 20M – The 
Wilderness Society (12/05/01) and 21A – Wilderness 
Society form letter (12/03/01) regarding the Quartz 
Creek Route. See also the General Response to Issue 
14 (pgs. 1-8 to 1-9) in Chapter 1 of the FEIS 
regarding alternatives analysis. 



 

110A 

110A Comment noted. 

111A 



 

111A 
cont. 

111B 

111A Comment noted. The proposed route will be 
underground near Flying Crown airstrip. See DEIS 
Section 3.6.3, Alternatives, Oceanview Park to 
International Substation via Alaska Railroad – Route 
Option K (pg. 3-147). 

111B The visual impacts and associated mitigation 
measures in this area are described on pgs. 3-258 to 
3-260. These measures include undergrounding, 
selective tree clearing and the use of single poles as 
shown in Mitigation Plan in Volume II of the FEIS. 



 

 

111B 
cont. 
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